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ductory Note

What have we learned from 15 years of largescale state and
Federal action in education? Extensive data'ancl-diverse interpretations-
are now available on the complexities and ambiguities'of purposeful
activity in large systemsin education and in other sectors. But the
people involved, in legislatures, in executive agencies, -aid. in schools,
need from the research community not another weighty case study.
What is needed is a review and synthesis of what is alreadyonithe
books, 'and perhaps some, new principles-toguide a new 'generation of
program to be developed by the Dep lent of EducatiOn and art
states. What. are we to make of the search on implementaticib?
Where do we'go from here?

We asked Dick ElMore to work on these questions, and the result
is the lively and unusual monograph that follows. Pick, who is assistant
director of the yniversity of-Washington's Institute` of Governmen
Research, bring ,to.the task a firsthand knowledge of eduCation gained
through service in the U.S. Office' of Edtidallok and from research
studies onFolloW. Through, career education, school finance reform,
and the innovation-segment (Title IV) of-the Elementary and Secon2
dart' Education Act.' He lias recently been advising the designers of
President Carter's new You.th education and employment initiative,
based on his research.

The National Institute of Education ,contibutes to improved
educational practice and efforts to remedy inequities in educational op-
portunily by sponsoring not, only individual research studies, but a
variety of reviews'And "translations," such as this monograpt, as well
Specific program efforts, and each individual state, will have unique
featufes that must be considered in'thinking About arispparticular im-
plementation. Nonetheless, we believe that a wide audience can
benefit from taking account of the provocative ideas contained ,in
Dick's "dialogues on implementation." We at NIE hope that thiS essay
will be useful for legislators, governors, state and local educational of-
ficials, and interested citizens, and that it will Offer a new perspective on
the practical problems -of carrying_ out large-scale improvements in ,

schooling for America's children:

Fritz Mulhauser
Head, School Management and

Organization Studies Unit :
National Institute of Education,



Foreword

_egislatdrs are bedeviled by the realization that too few people
nefit from the social legisIbtiOn designed to help them. TOO often,

egislative intent disappears into thf" administrative chasm between
enactment and client. Executive department chimed with administer-
ing social programs are the moat obvious targets for blame. Frustration
at failure to a'ehieve desired results leads legislators to propose
legislative vetoes and to demand that departments tighten the screw by.

writing tougher regulations and providing more surveillance.

A dark, secret thought that haunts a growing number of legislators
and administrators is that no one seems to have control over the
system of delivering social services, no matter how specific the legisla-
tion nor how rigorous the regulations.

fl

Professor. Richard Elmore presents the s that the traditional
attempts to control the system from the to own may well be part of
the problem. In discussing the growing complexityof translating legisla-
tion Into administrative actionthe so-called implementation prob-
lemProfessor Elmore addresses the issue of how legislators and ad-
ministrators can actually influence the implementation of policy. He
maintains that irrfluence can come only if policymakers recognize that
the most important part of Implementation takes place at the bottom of
the syStem, not at the top. The more control exerted at the top, the less
likely the desired results. at the bottom, where the client is

As a member of the Washington State Senate and chairman of the
Senate Education Committee, I can say that Professor Elmore captures
the legislator's dilemma as he-takes us into a hearing room where a
committee chairperson is questioning the head of a state education
agenc9. In a series of dialogues, Professor Elmore explores the
political, compliance, and programmatic issues in a new state initiative
designed to address the problems of low test scores in math and
reading, This monograph, both in substance and language, is written
for practition(rspeople at all levels of the system who have concern
for program results. By examining the various kinds of problems, he
makes clear the difference between a regulatory approach to imple-
mentation that stresses hierarchical control and compliance, and a pro-
grammatic approach that stresses delegated control and service deliv-
ery capacity.
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Professor Elmore maintains that government has to be prepared
for a trade -off. If more hierarchical control is exerted, agencies are
more likely;to get ,compliancee, but it will come at the cost of greater
complexitythe paper blizzard of regulations and reporting re-
quirements that often appears to overwhelm the system with little
payoff in performance. On the other hand, the programmatic ap-
proach relies on delegated control and an emphasis on raising delivery-
capacity at the expense of compliance. The first approach sees local
variability as a threat to uniform program guidelines, while. the latter
capitalizes on the inventiveness of the people who are actually deliver'

v ing the service and _treats diversity as the best way to improve local pro-
graTns-

Even though one might argue with Professo! Elmore's assessment
of the potential for improving local capacity, is difficult to imagine
that a heavier dose of regulations and mcinitoring,is 'going to have
anything other than a negative effect. Thee may be more'papet tom-
pliance, but better program performance cannot be forced. Professor

.Elmore believes: "When It becomes necessary to rely mainly on hierar-
chical control, regulation, and compliance to get the job done, the
game is essentially lost."

Professor Elmore is not suggesting easy answers to the problems
of complexity and tonirot But what he does do in this deceptively sim-
ple monograph is focus on the source of the policy problemthe point
where that policy is being implemented. In education, that usually
means the classroom, with the recognition that the most important in-
_teraction in education takes place between students and teachers. That
is where attention should be focused to solve problems, and that is
where resources and discretionary power should be concentrated.

Legislators and administrators, as well as service deliverers and
clients, could benefit from the kind f dear, practical thinking that Pro-
fessor Elmore presents in his essa Our system of delivering social
services appears unwieldy and inc pable of being managed. Policy-
makers may well need to recognize t e limits of control they have over
the system and delegate more of th t control to the people delivering
the services.

Senator ames A. McDermott-

. Chairman Senate Education Committee
r Washingto State Senate

vi



A

Complexity and Control:
What Legislators and Administrators Can Do

About Implementing Public Policy'

...there are limits to the human capacity to design and
manage, by the political process, huge, complex, interde-
pendent human and ecological systems, and... we are now
pressing against tosilirrrits.

Rufus-Miles

Complexity is probably the. most troubling aspect of modern
government. Nowhere is the effect of complexity more apparent than
in the translation of legislation into administrative actionwhat we
have come to call "th6 implementation problem." Most policies have
their origin in a piece of legislation. Fdllowing on the heels of the
legislation are a series of administrative actions7regulations,.
guidelines, budget decisions, reorganizations, and so' forththat ex-
press legislators' and administrators' expectations. As the-Complexity of
government increases, the connection between legislative intent and
tadministrative action becomes more'difficult to follow.

This paper is intended to demonstrate how legislators and ad.
rninistrators can develop a common_ language for dealing effectively
with the complexity of implementation. The paper is addressed
primarily to an audience of practitioners legislators, administrators,
and their staffsand only secondarily to an academic audience. It is
written, to the best of my ability, in standard English rather than
academic jargon, and it summarizes and amplifies recent research on
the implementation of public policy. The major purpose, though, is not
to review research but to turn that research into something useful for
people who deal with implateeeration problems in their daily work.

The paper is structured around a series of exchanges between
legislators and.administrators. I have chosen thii technique because it
effectively demonstrates their shared responsibility for the success or
failure of policy implementation. The exchanges are all fictitious, but I
think they illustrate problems that are familiar to anyone who has
worked on either, side of the legislative oversight process.

The major theme of the paper is that the complexity of implemen-
tation requires a substantial rethinking of legislative and administrative



control. The traditional devices that legislators have relied upon to con-
trol policy implementation more specific legislation, tighter regula-
tions and procedures: centralised authority, and closer monitoring of
compliance probably have an effect opposite of that intended. Rather
than increasing control, they increase compleiity. And as complexity
increases, control itself is threatened. Thus, this paper represents an at-
tempt to develop alternatives to the traditional techniques of legislative
and administrative,contol.

The signs of increasing complexity in policy implementation are
clear to legislators and administrators in their daily work. The number
of concurrences, signoffs, and agreements necessary to set a policy in
motion increases as layers of policy accumulate. The number of in-
dividuals whose actions must be coordinated-increases as new respon-
sibilities are added to administrative agencies. Lines of responsibility
become more difficult to follow, and the causes of failure become more
difficult to trace. Cornplexity,,in its most basic terms, is a function both
of the number of actors and th"e_number of transactions among actors
required ip accomplish a given task. Complexity stems not just from
the sheer size of government but also from the interdependence of
people within it.2

When we speak of government agencies or pigrams being out--
of control," we generally mean that they are aimless, unresponsive to
policymakers and clients, sluggish, uncoordinated, or self-serving.
Control, then, consists of bringing administrative actions into line with
the expectations of policymakers and citizens. But this general notion
of control conceals-two very different meanings: one meaning is the
corgi-rot that superiors exercise over subordinates, and the other is the
control fhat individuals_exercise over their own actions. In the first in-
stance we ate talking lout hierarchical controlauthority, supervi-
sion: regulation, and coercionand in the second-we are talking about
delegated controlindividual responsibility, initiative, and discretion.
COmmon sense tells us that both kinds of control are rdquired for suc-
cessful implementation. Hierarchical control is the means by which
policymakers (legislators and high-level, administrators) affect the ac-
tions of subordinates (mid-level managers and service deliverers). But
the administrative structure would soon collapse if individuals did not
exercise some legree of responsibility, initiative, and control over their
own actions. a group of policymakers presiding over a
bureaucracy in inch no one acted unless they were explicitly told to
do something. The success of policymakers depends, to a very large
degree, on the skill and initiative of policy implementors.



7ectHierarchical
control and delegated control have very different ef-

s on administrative comp_lexity: tbe former leads to greater com-
plexity, the latter to less. The more a government invests in hierarchical
control, the more effort it devotes to writing -regulations, specifying
procedures, monitoring-perfoirnance, and enforcing compliance. The
more a government invests in delegated control, the more it relies on
individual judgment as a substitute-for complex administrative pro-
cedure, but the less assurance it has of strict compliance.- The crucial
trade-off for policymakers is between more complexity with grehter
hierarchical-control and less complexity vith greater delegatecFcontrol.

In the discussion that follows, I suggest ways that legislators and
administrators can attack problems of complexity and control in policy
implementation. The discussion demonstrates, I think, that policy-
makers can become very skilled analysts of implementation Problenis
without radically altering their *stab fished roles. The basic meaning of
implementation analysis-(as used in the context of this paper) is best
captured by "foresight," which means simply."thinking and planning
beforehand" or "previous consideration."3 The analysis that we ob-
serve poljcymakers engaging in consists of reasoning through imple-
mentation problems before policy decisions are firmly made.

My purpose is not to convince legislators and administrators that
they need another contingent of expert consultants, but rather to show
.how systematic discussion of implementation issues can ge intro-
duced, without much trouble, into routine legislative oversight hear-
ings. An important part of my argument is that responsibility for im-
plementation rests jointly with legislators and administrators. The for-.
mal doctrine of separation of powers encourages us to think of im-
plementation as purely an executive responsibility. But experience with
the implementation of large-scale programs demonstrates that there is
no clear boundary separating legislative and administrative responsibih
ity. If legislators show a lack of concern for administrative, feasibility in
the drifting of loslation, or if administrators fail to communicate prac-
tical problems to legislators, or if administrators and legislators fail to
address implementation issues in the oversight process, then the corn-
plexity of implementation will almost certainly overwhelm the intent of
policy. For this reason, I do not treat implementation analysis as a
special, highly refined area of expertise, but as a part of the ongoing in-
teraction between legislators and actrninistators. The central focus of
the discussion is the relationship between policymakers (legislators and
high-level administrators) and service deliverers d-level managers
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and dirdct service personnel). Implementation analysis consists, for our
purposes,. of systematically discovering ways to mak effective con
tionsjietween polfc9makers and service deliverers.

Regulatory and Programniatic Views
of implementation

To.begin with a fairly edmmon irnplementation problem that sur,
faces in a legislative heating, we interrupt an exchange between the
chairperson:of a legislative committee and the head (commissioner) of
a large executive agency. Thl chair has been reviewinga number of
programs in the commissioner s agency:and has come to.orie that has
been the subject of some criticismcall it the 32Q(d) program. The
person-vho is directly responsible for administering the 320(d) pro-
gramcall this person the program directordoes not participate in
this exchange, but, is inirolv40 in subsequent exchanges,

Chair. As you're probably aware, Commissioner, we've
heard -testimony from a number of people that funds from
the 320(d) program are being misspent by local agencies
they're being used to fund questionable activities and they're
not effectively reaching the target population. What is your
estimate 6f the situation?

C_ ommissioner. I am as concerned as you are about these
criticisms. of the program. I've asked for a complete review.
You must understand our problem here, though. We're
dealing with independent units of local government and
they have ideas of their own about how to spend program
funds. The 320(d) program -gives local agencies a fair
amount of discretion in the use of funds. We've written the
regulations so as to spell out the purposes and activities that
we have determined are consistent with legislative intent.
But t- law says that each agency is to construct its own pro-

. gram c -nsistent with its own local needs.

Chair. Well what's the difficulty then? Why are we getting
complaints? Do we need to amend the legislation to give
yoU4 agency: mere control over local decisions? Do you
need to rewrite the regulations? Or do you just need to
tighten up your enforcement of existing regulations?



ComrnIssioner. We're not absolutely certain ourselves
what the-solution is, but I expect the, director's review will
Produce some recommendations that will help us decide
what to do. I don't think I'm incorrect in saying, am I, that
the intent of the legislation is not to preempt local decisions
but to encourage local agencies to develop their own pro-grams?

Chair. I think that is a correct statement of the intent. But
it's also true, is it not, that when we find evidence that the
program is not reaching the target population, we ought to
do something about it?

Commissioner. Yes. If we find that agencies are not corn-
plyihg with the, regulations and the intent of the law, we will
act on those 'cases. Also, if we find that we need additional
authority, we will ask for legislative amendments., Is that
satisfactory?

Chair. Fair enough. We'll' expect to hear from you in theear future.

Commissioner. -As soon as the director's review is com-
pleted.

This exchange illustrates most of the factors that define an im-plementation problem: the program has somehow missed its mark; the
evidence that most troubles the chair is that local agencies are not serv-ing the people whom the legislature intended them to serve., Is theresomething that can be done, either to the legislation or to the ad-
ministration of the program, to remedy this problem? The commis-
sioner is carefully trying to establish two basic points with the chair. The
first is that responsibility for operating .the 320(d) program is lodged
with the progr9m director; it is the director's tesponsibility to determine,Whether the program is missing its mark and, if a problem is actuallyfound to exist, to develop a solution. The second point is that the
operation of the program depends, in a very basic sense, on local
agencies' taking responsibility for the program at the delivery level; if-local agencies fail, the program fails.

Notice how the complexity develops. The chair and the commi-sioner are sitting at the top of a very tall pyramid trying to diagnose aproblem that is occurring at the bottom. Between the top and the bot-



torn are at least two levels of administrative ritacl?inery: the director's
office and a large number Of local agencies. The complexity Of the
problem,is a function of both the distance from the top -to the bottom
the number of levelsand the number of actors at each level. The fur-
ther down the psiiamid we go, the larger the number of transactions
necessary to get anything done. It is for this reason that delegated con-
trol is so important. The chair and commissioner cannot pretend to
manage the director's program, nor can the director pretend to
manage the wide variety of programs at the local level. Policylegisla-
tion, regulations, guidelines, and informal agreementsis'what holds
the levels together, but delegated control is what makes the policy
work at any given level.

Observe, also, that the chair and the commissioner seem to have
agreed already on the solUtion to the p\roblem tighter regulation and
more hierarchical control. Imagine the 4ollowing scenario: The pro-
gram director's study reveals that, indeed, there are examples of ques-
tionable local decisions. The chair, the commissioner, and the director
agree that no new legislative authority is required, but that the director
needs to tighten up monitoring of local spending. In operational terms,
this means that the director's staff will spend a larger proportion of their
time questioning local.qdministrators about their program decisions. It
'so means that the rebilations and guidelines that define legitimate
ocal expenditures will become more complex and detailed, requiring

more attention to compliance. As questions of compliance increase,
the director's staff and local administrators will focus a larger propor-
tion of their conversations with each other on interpretation of the
rules.

The element that is missing in this scenario is any direct concern
for whether the program is actually working. After all the rules and
regulations are complied with,' do we actually know that the

.beneficiaries of the program are better off? Does compliance ensure
success?

The chair and the commissioner, without really intending to, have
taken a regulatory view of implementation_ They have, for the sake of
simplifying their problem, chosen to equate success with tighter hierar-
chical control and greater compliance. The problem with this view is
that, while we can demonstrate that greater hierarchical control pro-
duces greater compliance, we cannot assure that greater compliance
produces better results. In fact, we could argue that in some instances,
there is a negative relationship between compliance and better results



because resources used for regulation cannot' be used, for servicedelivery: Regulation constitutes a diversion of resources from
substance to surveillance,4

There is an alternative to the regulatory view that I call the pro-
f grammatic view. This view focuses on delegated control instead of

hierarchical control, and it defines the important issue not as com-
pliance but as the capacity to deliver a service. To decide whether
tighter regulation will solve their problem, the chair and the commis-
sioner first must decide-whether theyare interested in compliance as an
end in itself, or whether they are interested in compliance as a means
of improving the performance of the 320(d) program.

In some instances, it makes sense to view compliance as the
primary goal. Certain types of policies are primarily regulatory in in-
tent, such as those dealing with school desegregation, affirmative ac-tion, auto emission standards, pure food anddrug laws, and occupa-
tional safety and health standards. These policieS exist to regulate
private choices in accordance with public standards of equity and safe,
ty. Other policies, however, are not primarily regulatory in intent.
Housing, education, social service, and health policies, for example,
exist primarily to deliver services rather than to regulate private
choices. For such policies, compliance is secondary to improving and
supporting the capacity of public organizations to deliver services. Thequality of public services depends heavily on delegated control; thechoices that go into constructing an effective health care delivery pro-
gram or an education program are too 'complex to be entirely struc-
tured by a uniform set of regulations. In fact, the quality of service and
the capacity of the program to respond w human needs are often
hindered rather than helped by hierarchicafcontrol.

In reality, all policies have elements of both compliance and
capacity-building. Affirmative action is an essentially regulatory policy.
Its objective is to hold employers to certain standards of equity in hiring
and promotion. But affirmative action will fail as a policy if all it pro-
duces is compliance with regulations. If the net effect of affirmative ac-
tion is to increase the body-count of certain types of people, without
fully utilizing the skills and talents of those people, one could hardly say
that the policy has been effective, Evidence of underemployment of
skilled personnel would be a signal that affirmative action is not work-
ing in the rirogrammaric sense, even though it might be working verywell in the regulatory sense.
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If regulatory policies have a prograrnmatic component, the
reverse is also true. Health care, social serviee; and education policies,
for example, have to contain certain rules-of financial accountability to
guard against corruption and misuse of funds. Regulations are also

'necessary in service delivery prograMs as a ways of establishing corn:
mon ground rules for eligibility anO,terrrimation government grants.
But we would not say that a seruicedeliverypragram was effective
simply because it prOduced comPliante with the rules. More impor-
tantly, legislators and high-level -adrninistr for cannot improve the
quality or capacity pf se Vice delivery:; anizations simply by
regulating them. Quality spends mairliy-On-the skills and competence. .

of the people, who act fit, deliver the serVice;: and only secondarily on
their compliance with rules,and relations

For most leoit l=rti rs and administrators, implementation means,
writing and enforcing r rit. My aim r s- to: .demonstrate that sole-

. ,.
ing implementation problems requires a broader, programmatic view.
How would the exchange between the chair and the commissioner dif-
fer if they took a programmatic rather than a regulatory view of the
problem?

The most obvious difference wbuld be tHat the discussion would
focus much7more on service deliverythan- on regulation -_o, in order
to Proceed,. we need some rnorer:Mfornfation about t 320(d) pro-
gram. Miume the following: The3201d) prograrh gre out of concern
by the 5,tate Legislature over declining felt scores in r -ading and math
achieverheht. After hearing,teAirnony from a num r of experts on
testi_ng,.,basic skills, and teaching, the Legislature's Education Commit-

-tee settled upon,a strategy. Local school districts would be asked to
survey their -stlident populations, using whatever instruments the
digtric tS. felt were apprOpriate, and develop a plan for improving perfor-

- r4ricd in reading -arid math. The state would offer supplementary
gran i-ist6local districts, through the State Department of Education, for

-,
e.;purPoses of assessing student Weeds, developing basic skill pro-

grams, and implementing them. To qualify for support, a local district
Old be required to submit a plan .desciiribing.how if would identify.

students neoding help and what services it woNd provide to those
iffidents..The State Department of Education would review the plans
to ensure their consistency with the law and would *vide assistance
to 16tal districts requesting -help in starting programs. (In an effort to
hold local, districts accountable the law required that "renewal of
grants to-local districts:shall be conditioned on demonstrated progress

. ,,,



in-achieving the objectives of the local plan," and gave the State Cam-
missioner of Education the authority to establish criteria-for determin-
ing whether local districts-were making adequate, progress.) -,

Taking the Programmatic View

Imagine 1 year later. Virtually every school system in the state is
participating in the 320(d) program, and the State Department of
Education has established an office, headed by the director, to ad-
minister the program. In a routine legislative oversight hearing involv-
ing a general review of the department's programs, ,_the Education
Committe*- hears testimony from parent representatives and an ad-
vocacy group representing disadvantaged children that local education
agencies are "abusing", the 320(d) program by using it to support their
general education program, rather than focusing the funds on children
with serious problems in reading and math. Local school system
representatives counter this criticism, by arguing that local plans 'have
been reviewed by the State Department of Education and found con-
sistent with the law. The chairperson of the Education Committee asks
the commissioner of education to present the department's case.

The following exchangea replay of the first dialogueshows
how the chair and commissioner might attack the problem in a pro-
grammatic rather than a regulatory way.

chair. As you're probably aware, Commissioner, we've
heard testimony from United Parents for Education and the
Children's Advocacy Group alleging that 320(d) funds are
not reaching children with the greatest need for help in
reading and math. Can you confirm or deny these reports?
And can you explain why this appears to be happening?

ComnyIssioner. I've asked the Director of the 3g0(d) pro-
gram to investigate this problem, and we've spoken at some
length prior to this hearing. I've 0159 asked the director to
conduct a study and report back to me as soon as possible,
At this point, we have several alternative explanations, and
we're not sure which of them is correct.

One explanation might be that local administrators are Sim-
ply not paying adequate attention to the way they use

9



320(d) funds. If this is true, our program staff simply has not
been vigilant enough in monitoring compliance with pro-
grailNreguldtions. But I would stress that this is only one
possible explan on.

Another one might be that some dispersion of funds is
unavoidable if reasonably sound educational practice is
followed. For example, the only way to ensure that the
funds are targeted exclusively on children with serious basic
skills problerriS is to isolate those children completely from
the regular school program for all or- part -of. the hool day.
But many teachers and school administrators ould argue
that we 'shouldn't isolate these children from the regular
school program. This is a matter of professional judgment,
and there's no real agreement on, which is the best strategy.
We know for sure, though, that if kids with basic skills prob-
lems are left in regular classrooms, there will at least be the
appearance of diluting program funds.

Still another explanation might be that there aren't any clear-
cut standards for what constitutes a basic skills deficit. Each
school system has a different set of standards for deciding
Who needs help. Sor've systems concentrate on the fewest
kids with the greatest 6eeds. Sortie try to help everyone who

. falls below the national norm on a reading or math test. And
some try to help those kids who are most likely to improve,
which. means less attention for the kids with the toughest
problems. Again, these are professional judgments
which there aren't necessarily any correct answers.

So. when you look at the program as a whole, you see a lot
of variation in how local systems approach the problem of
basic skills. Some of the variation may be due to poor ad-
ministration; and some may be due to equally legitimate dif-
erentes of approach.

Chair. If I hear you correctly_ then, you're saying ,that the
basic issue is how much local autonomy we're willing to per-
my in the program. Is that correct?

Commissioner, That's correct.



Chair. But if we allow. local s'ciii3o1 systems complete
freedom to decide who needs help, aren't we bound to see
abuses and ( loppy administration?

, . . .

Commissioner,. I'd like to think that our department can
dishnguish poor administration from legitimate profession;11
judgments by local school people. I think the way to make
that ditinctien ,is to look at the Gail program and ask ad-
ministrators why they've chosen to design "it one way or
another. ,

Chair. Would it 'help to have clearer staridards in the law .-

about what kind of .children should be served* the pro-
,gram?

Commitutioner. It might. But I think we also ought to allow
orThe possibility that clearer standards might hurt the pro-

gram. Right now we've got a lot of interesting and iromising
local programs going, largely as a result of the autonotny
we've given local districts. I wouldn't like to see us restrict
thyt diversity, because of some standard we've established.
Also, it's not clear to me that we know enough to say exactly
who should be served by the program: I'm more comfort-
able giving that decision mainly to the people who are
closest to the problem.

Chair. You. seem to be telling me that there's nothing we
can do to respond to criticisms coming from parents and
other people who are also very close to the problem. With
all due respect, I'm not sure I can gccept that.

Commissioner. I'd like to be able to respond to those
criticisms too, but I want to respond in a way that preserve;
the quality of local programs, rather than in a way that im-
poses our standards on local districts. If the program is going
to thprk, the responsibility for evaluating peiformance and
deciding whet to do has to reside with those who are closest
to the problem. We at the state level can support them. We
can cdnnect them with others who have experience and
help them clarify what they're trying to do. But we can't
make the prograrn work. I'd like to be able to respond to
criticisms of the program by putting the department in the



role of supporting effective practices in ideal districts,.ra her
than just policing them.

,

Chair. Let's agree, though, that we've got to do' somethiri
to respond to -these criticisms and do it fairly quickly. Wefll cp

expect to hear from you in the near future. -

Commissioner. As soon as the director's review is co
pleted.

What distinguishes this exchange from the previous one is its con-
cern with program operations rather than regulation, with delegated
control rather than hierarchical control. The chair is no less insistent on
the seriousness of the problem; in fact, questions raised by the chair are
sharper because they focus more specifically on program operations.
Furthermore, the chair has not sacrificed the central legislative, con-
cern, constituent complaints. Nor can the chair be expected to care as
much- about administrative problems as the commissioner. The chair's
major concern is political issues that arise in the implementation pro-
cess. An important constituency has raised a question about the
department's implementation strategy.. The chair wants a satisfactory
answer from the commissipner becauseas a legislator and committee
headthe chair's political, survival depends largely on his ability to re-
spond effecjivelY to constituent claims. The chair's approach to ques-
tion-i thg commissioner demonstrates that legislators can take an
ag ive programmatic stance on implementation' issues without
departing from their role as adjudicators of conflicting political in-
lerests,

, The commissioner has managed to give a relatively complete ac-
count _of the administrative problems raised by the 320(d) program,,
without suggestihg that they are susceptible to a simple-regulatory olu

'The commissioner has also managed to communicate thaI the
Education Department's interest 'in the 'program involves more than
just policing complianke; it also involves supporting and guiding the
development of effectibe local programs, which is a much more
demanding (and, incidentally, more interesting) task. The commis.,
stoner is concerned about the stakes involved in the trade-off between
hierarchical and delegated control,. The commissioner understands-
that the more effort the department invests in enforcing compliance,
the less resources it will be able to focus on program substance. It is also
clear to the commissioner that variation in the way local districts res-
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pond to the legislationcan be an advantage as well as a disadvantage;
that it can be a source.of ideas for improving thkplogram rather than
a threat to authority.

Neither the chair nor the commissioner has compromised any
essential ,responsibilities: But both have agreed to treat the issue as
something- more than a matter of regulation and compliance. They
have demonstrated an implicit understanding of the costs of hierar-
chical- control and the benefits of d ?legated control, without losing
track of the essential purpose of the program:

Copifig with Variations in Implementation
We have left the;chair, the commissioner, and the director with adifficult problem: how to distinguish legitimate variations in the way

local districts implement the 320(d) program from outright failures of
implementation. The director will have to come to terms with this prob-lem in reviewing the program. Any time a policy is implemented by
more than one actor we can expect some variability. Whether we
regard variability as good or bad depends on the standard we use. If we
take a_strictly regulatory view, our standard of success is compliance,and all ,variability is suspect because it suggests rioncompliance. But if
we take a programmatic view, our standard of success is-the capacity of
program participants to produce desired effects. If variability enhances
the likelihood of program effectiveness, it is good; if it does not it is
bad. The- mportant issue, then,.is when does variability sort andwhen does it undermine successful program operations.

We are tempted to say that the more implementors agree with the
intent of a policy, the less variability we would expect in the way the
policy is implemenVd. In fact research on implementation suggests
othsrwise. We has.CulreadV described one circumstance under which
we would expect wide variations in the implementapon of a policy,
even when implementors agree on the intentwhere there are
legitimate professional differences on the most effective way to address
a problem at the operating level. There are at least five additional cir-
cumstances under which we would expect variability in the presence of
agreement.5

Incompatibility with other commitments. implementors tywally
have multiple responsibilities. No matter how much they "a`mree



with the intent of a policy, they may have other resp'_ nsibilities
that conflict with or divert attention from it How thes conflicts
and diversions are bandied will vary among individuals and
organizations. In the 320(d) program, school board members,
administrafors, curriculurri specialists, and teachers are responsi-
ble for the total school program, one element of which is the
state's basic skills program. They cannot all be expected- to sort
but competing commitments in the same way.

*Variation in sense of urgency. People cannot be expected to
share the same sense of urgency in implementing a policy, even if

'they agree on its intent. The ability of individuals and organiza-
tions to focus on. a policy depends on the immediacy of Other
problems competing for their attention. In the 320(d) program,
for example, one would not expect a school system .dealing
the effects of six successive tax levy failures to bring the same
sense of urgency to the programs asa system without serious
financial difficulties.

*Existing policies that slow or deflect implementation. Policies are
. implemented in the context of other policies, and their mutual ef:

fects produce variations in implementation. Personnel policies,
for example, effect virtually all other policies. In the 320(d) pro-
gram, one would expect local collective bargaining agreements to
affect the way teachers are trained and given responsibilities.

*Disagreements over the assignment i of organizational respon-
sibilities. Over a period of time administrative agencies develop
stable relationships with bach other. A new policy often disrupts
these relationships. New patterns of relationships develop slowly
and vary widely. If for example, local school systems are ac-
customed to dealing with the State Department's Division of Cur-
riculum and InstrUction on issues related to the teaching of
reading and math, the-establishment of a new office to administer
the 320(d) program would require a realignment of these rela-
tionships:

'Lack of resources. One of the touchiest issues of federally- and
state-mandated policies is the resources they bring with them,
Regardless of how well-funded a new program-is, it exacts some
cost from implementing agencies. The 'availability of local
resources to supplement outside resources varies widely from set-
ting to setting. School systems with declining revenue bases can-
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not be expected to implement' the 320(d) program in the same
way'as those with stable or increasing revenue bases.

Notice that, in all cases, variability in implementation has been ex-
plained without accusing state and local administrators of deliberately
undermining the intent of the legislature. Observe, also, that none ofthe problems can really be solved by focusing more resources on
regulation and compliance. We cannot require all implementors to
resolve conflicting commitments in the' same way. We cannot require
administrators to ignore urgent problems that deflect their attention
from programs that policymakers consider important. We cannot
create constructive working relationships between state and local agen-
cies simply by-requiring them to work together. Not can we increase
the level of resources available for a programloy increasing regulations.
In short, all of these problems require' programmatic rather than
regulatory solutions.

Some proportion of variability in implementation can, however,
be explained by disagreement and ambiguity over the aims of policy.
Administrators and constituency groups often use the implementation
process 'as a way of demonstrating their opposition to a policy..By ex-
ploiting ambiguities in legislatiVe intent, by pointing to particularly glar-
ing practical problems in adjusting to 6 new policy, and by skillfully ex-
ercising delegated control, actors who disagree with the -intent of a
policy can blunt its impact. Alert legislators and high,-level ad-

zzrninistrators understand that implementation is the continuation of
policymaking by other means, and t4ey are wise to the political effect
of implementing decisions.° It is possible to categorize the variety of
ways that disagreements with policy are expressed in the implementa-
tion 'process.

aDiuersion of resources. When the implementation of a policy re-
quires the transfer of rtioney fromfone agency to another'', a cer-
tain proportion of the funds will be used to support existing or
new activities that have no direct relationship to the purposes of
the policy. New funds are sortnetirnes used to increase ad-
ministrative staff and reduce workloads, to mollify important con-
stituency groups, or to free-up existing funds for other purposes.
In the 320(d) program, we might find, for example, that local
districts used program funds-.to pay some portion of the salaries of
curriculum supervisors who had been on the payroll prior to the
beginning of the program. While the curriculum supervisors
themselves might work directly on the teaching of basic skills, the
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funds that previously paid their salaries can now be diverted to
purposes completely unrelated to those of the 320(d) program.
The effect of the transfer of funds is not to increase activity related
to the teaching of basic skills, but simply to increase administrative
slack at the local level.

Deflection of goals. As implementation progresses, policies attract
the attention of constituencies with their own objectives and their ,
own visions of what a good program should be These groups
view success or failure of the policy in terms of their own objec-
tives rather than the of the legislature or the administrative
agency. As a coni.e4uence, program activities become directed at
goals that have little or no relationship to what legislators and
high-level administrators consider to be the central objective of
the program. With regard to the 320(d) program; parent groups
might argue that the effective administration of the program re-
quires the establishment of parent advisory committees. Teachers
might argue for teacher-run advisory and training groups. These
groups then become ends in thentelves because they are impor-
tant to parents and teachers, and the program at the local level-
begins to focus increasingly on the mechanics of teacher and
parent participation rather than on the teaching ,of basic skills:

Outright 'resistance. In the final analysis, policies may require im-
plementors to do things that they oppose and are able to resist. In
some instances, opposition takes the form of tokenism or pasf-T"fe
resistance., If a local school administration sees the 320(d) pro-,
gram as an infringement on its prerogatives, it might designate a
former football coach as "Basic Skills Coordinator" and locate the
coordination office next to the locker room. In some instances,
opposition takes the form of active resistance. School systems
may simply refuse to participate or test the department's mettle by
openly refusing to implement certain requirements.

All of these actions can, to a degree, be countered with tighter
regulation. Administrators can prescribe more detailed rules for expen-
diture of funds, they can require that certain organizational features be
part of every local project, and they can devote additional time to
direct surveillance and to actions designed to demonstrate their will-'
ingness to enforce compliance. All of these devices are part of the ad-
ministrative machinery of virtually every service delivery program. But
each of these devices has a tangible cost associated with it.
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Each additional increment of regul,tion brings an increment of ad-minist'rative complexityan additional step in the grant, application
process, another person responsible for monitoring compliance, a
more elaborate system of checks and signoffs, and the like. There are
practical limits on the amount of administrative complexity a program,
can bear and still focus on its capacity to deliver tangible benefits. At
some point, thi investment in regulatory machinery becomes greaterthan the investment in service delivery, and, at that point, the em-
phasis shifts from producing an effect to maintaining a complex
surveillance and enforcement systerri.

Surveillance and enforcement can elicit conformity, but they car
not elicit cooperation and, commitment. The .m.ore rule-bound and
compliance- oriented the implementation process becomes, the less
one would expect administrators to use their own abilities and the
More one would expect them to rely on other pebpie's guidance. In-creased enforcement phances opportunities for passive resistance;
"I'm sorry," "-the local administrator argues, "but we can't proceed until
we get clarification on this issue from the state director." It also createsal ndant opportunities for the deflection of goals: "Efefore we can deal
effectively with local agencies," the state director argues, ".`we've got tohave a clear-cut process for.4esolVing these compliance issues." In-
creased enforcement also diverts resources away from program
substance,and toward compliance: "We would like to spend more time
with teachers," the local curriculum supervisor argues, but we've got
to do the paperwork for the state department."

Assessing Variations in Implementation
If the 320(d) director is smart, the program review will be de- -

signed around the issue of. Jocal capacity, rather than Complian'Ce. If he
focuses on compliance, the director risks increasing the complexity of
his task. If the focus is on?local capacity, the director looks...for oppor-
tunities to increase delegated control and hence to rechice the com-
plexity of the task. But the director also has to attend to the chair's con
cern for whether the program is su'tcessfillly reaching its target group.One solution to this problem, is to design the review around the ques-
tiori, "Which variations In local projects seem to enhance their capacity
to reach their target groups successfully, and which seem to undermine
their capacity?" Designing the review around this question does several
things. First, it accepts local variability as a fact. Second, it establishes a



relationship between variability and program success in each local set-
ting, allowing local programs to be judged on their own terms. And
third, it puts-a premium on diagnosing the causes of noncompliance
and failure to perform, rather than enforcing uniform compliance. By
stating the purpose of the review in this way, the director has effectively
said that variability of implementation will be used as a device for im-
proving the program.

Suppose now that the director's review is completed. Being alert
to the distinction between capacity and compliance, the director has
designed-the review around a series of questions that relate 320(d)
funds to evidence of.change in local practice and to locally generated
information on student outcomes. With the assistance of an outsitle
contractor, 60 local districts out of the roughly 200 in the state receive-
ing 320(d) funds have been sampled. The major finding_ s of the review
are as follows.

1. Use of teacher-generated curriculum materials seems to be
associated with greater change in teaching practice. Where
teachers have worked together compiling and adapting cur-
riculum materials, rather than simply using standard materials,
there is evidence that 320(d) funds have had greater influence on
their classroom practice.7

First-year test results at the local level indicate that evidence of im-
provement in basic skills is positively related to the amount of time
teachers report they spend on focused instructional activity in
reading and math. A rougtrcount of the timeteacheils report they
spend on basic skills instruction is positively related to differences
in classroom performance on standardized achievement tests.

In 12 of the 60 local districts, more than 30 percent of 320(d)
funds were used for activities that could not be related directly to
instruction. A review of local project budgets Showed that most
local districts spent between 15 and 25 percent of their 320(d)
funds on activities not directly related to classrOom instiuCtion; in
12 of the 60, however, this proportion was 30 percent or greater.

4. Ten -of 'the 60 local districts followed the practice of removing
students from regular classrooms for basic skills instruction; 40 of
the 60 made some form of individualized instruction`-
and 10 made all b-asic skills instruction available only through



group instruction in the regular classroom. No systematic relation-
ship could be found between theie grouping practices and stu-
dent outcomes on standardized achievement tests.

5. Five of the 60 local districts were unable to provide an explicit
statement of how students were selected for basic skills instruc-
tion; 30 of the 60 indicated that their criteria for selection were
based primarily on teachers' evaluations; and the remaining 25
relied primarily on standardized tests.

Allowing for the tentativity of like these, we can begin to
piece together a crude picture of how much variability there is in 'local.
practice and the degree to which variability represents intentional non-
compliance or local adaptation: One might want to look more closely,
for example, at the 12 districts that spent more than 30 percent of theif
320(d) funds on noninstrlictional activities and at the five districts that
could not explain their selection procedures. Simple indicators like
these can be used to sort out serious compliance problems.

But the other evidence indicates considerable diversity in local
',practice that can be used to focus on more-or-less successful varia-
tions. Findings 1 and 5, for example, indicate a heavy reliance on
teacher judgment in the selection of children and cuniculum materials.
One might want to take a closer look at how teachers exercise this
judgment, with an eye to informing other teachers of apparently suc-
cessful practices. Findings 2 and 4 give some hints about practices that
local administrators 'can affectinstructional time and grouping prac-
ticesand their relationship to student success: In short, the review
speaks both to issues'of compliance and capacity, and it-does at least a
crude justice to local variability.

The important question is how the director, the commissioner and
the chair can address these Issues in a constructive way. The following
exchange takes place after the director's review is cornpleted.s

Chair. I've looked at your review of the 320(d) program
and I have a number of questions to ask you. Perhaps the
best place to start is to ask whether your review has given
you any .clearer idea of how many local districts have just
plain failed to do anything useful for children with basic skills
problems.'
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Director. Let me begin by saying that I think there are few,
if any districts that have failed to do anything useful, But
our review has led us to focus more-sharply on those districts
that seem to be having the greatest difficulty getting pro
grams underyay. We found that five of the 60 districts 'we
surveyed were unable to state how they selected students for
attention; thesatdistricts are out of compliance with the lad,
and regulations, which say very clearly that recipients of
320(d) funds must state their selection criteria. So we intend
to take a close look at the remaining 'districts in the state to
discover how many of them have the same problem. When
we've identified this group of districts, we'll focus a portion
of our staff time on working with them to assure that their
programs meet minimum standards of compliance.

Chair. That sounds reasonable. What about districts that
meet the minimum requirements but still aren't teaching kids
reading and math? Is there anything you can do about that?

Director. I think there are a couple of ways to get at that
problem. One way is to take a closer look at how 320(d)
funds are being used by local districts. Our finding, for ex-
ample, that about one-fifth of the districts we surveyed use
more than 30 percent of the funds for noninstructional pur-
poses suggests that we've got some kind of problem getting
the resources to the kids. We may need some new legislative
authority. If we do, we'll ask for it.

Another way to approach the problem is to look for par-
ticularly outstanding programs or practices and find some
way of communicating these to the districts that need them.
We've started to get a handle orrthat with our findings about
teacher-developed materials, instructional time, and group.
ing practices. But it's become clear to us that we need to
know a lot more about local prograkns before we start
publicizing ways of improving local practices. That's why I'd
like to focus most of our effort on identifying and understan-
ding successful programs, rather than enforcing compliance
with the regulations. It just seems to me that the payoff is
potentially greater when you try to understand what makes
programs work.



If you're prepared to demonstrate to me that you've
he compliance issue under control, I agree that it makes

rose to work on identifying successfulprograms. I guess I'm
clear where all this leads, though. When we understand

a few things about successful programs, what do we do
next? Do we write them into the law?

Commissioner. I have great difficulties with the idea of re-
quiring all local districts to do things that we find are
associated with success in a few settings. In the first place;
we san never be sure about the conditions that make for
local success; they're probably much more complicated than-
Our data tell us they are Second, I'm very concerned about
the effect of mandating practice on local initiative and inven-
tion. FlOw much inventive ability do we lote by telling peo-
ple how to do their jobs? As a policy matter, I would argue
that the more we can hold local people to their own stan-
dards of performanceget therii to do their own diagnosis
and evaluation the better off we'll be. The purpose of col-
lecting information on successful practices is to stimulate
local invention, not to mandate that things be done a certain
way.

Director. I agree with the commissioner. The last thing I
want to do as an administrator is to tell teachers how to
teach, reading and math. That seems to me to defeat the
purpose of having a solid group of professionals in the
classrooms. What we can do, though, is increase the level of
information on successful practices and increase the oppor-
tunities for exchange of that information. It seems to me that
we are uniquely well-situated to do that.

Chair. I'm generally pleased with the responsiveness of the
review and with your comments about how _you intend to
proceed. I still have questions about this issue of how to im-
prove local practice, but they're better saved until you have
more information. Can we agree to get together again and
focus primarily on that issue?

Commissioner. I certainly would welcome the opportuni-
ty.

Director. As would I
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e hov the ground has shifted from the first two ex-changes.
The ce frit issue of the first two exchanges,why aren't 32 ©(d) funds
9e to the kids who need them-most?has now'been broken down
in hree more precise questions: How are districts selecting children
c) participation in the program? How are districts allotating 320(d)

nds between instructional and noninstructional costs? And how do
local instructional practices relate to the benefits children gain from the
program? The chair, the director,' and the-commissioner understand
the difference between regulatory and programmatic issues and halve
used this distinction to isolate problems that can be solved with com-
pliance from those that have more complex programmatic solutions,
Furthermore, they have dealt very gracefully with the complexity of
their problem. They have begun to distinguish instances where hierar-
chical control is appropriate from those where delegated control is ap-
propriate. They have begun to narrow the domain of hierarchical con-
trol to a certain set of minimum conditions that all local programs must
meet in order to receive funds. And they have begun to specify the
limits of their ability to control certain important activities, notably the
process of classroom instruction. In short, their recognition of the com-
plexity of the problem has given them more, rather than less, com-
petence in dealing with the problem.

The Power of the Bottom Over the Top

lip to this point, the implementation problem has been defined
exclusively from the point of view of policymakers and high-level ad-
ministrators. We have been concerned with the ability of people at the
top of the pyramid to understand and control the action's of people at
the bottom. Shift positions now, and try to see the problem from the
point of view of those at the bottom:

In a very basic sense, the most important actors in the 320(d) pro-
gram are individual teachers and students. An enduring fact of all ser-
vice delivery programseducation, health care,. social services, man-
power, and so forthis that they depend heavily on the quality of the
interaction behveen service-giver and client. If we isolate the factors
that have the greatest effect on the quality of this interaction,, we quick-
ly discover that very few, if any, of them are subject to direct ad-

- ministrative control.
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School administrators Simply cannot supervise the work of
teachers in the same way as, say, a shop superintendent-MIgbt sutier-
vise machinists or a floor manager might supervise clerks in a dep
rrient store: Much of _the success of the service in education depe ds
on the sensitivity of the teacher to the individual attributes of students
and on the teacher's ability 'to maintain a well-organized, task-oriented
classroom. -.The= role of administrators in the instructional prOcess Is
necessarily marginal. Teachers work almost exclusively in self-
contained classrooms, exercising a high degree of discretion in the
management of classroom activities. Direct. administrative control over
classroom behavior is not only extraordinarily difficult, but also very
risky. Administrators simply do not command enough specific infor-
mation about teacher-student interactions to be effective supervisors of
Instruction, even if they are so inclined.

To be sure, many things that school administrators do can in
fluence classroom instruction in positive and negative ways. 'Ad
ministrators can select teachers, reward them in modest ways, establish
schoolwide or districtwide performance goals, focus public attention on
certain parts of the school program, and mobilize outside financial sup-
port for innovative projects. All of these things can have a positive ef-
fect on classroom instruction. But adminis5trators can also select and
reward- teachers on _completely arbitrary criteria that have no direct
relationship to the quality of classroom instruction. They can create ac-
tivities in schools that divert energy and attention away from classroom
instruction; writing instructional objectives might be one of these ac-
tivities. And they can expose certain parts of the school program to
public ciiticim, leaving teachers to fend for themselves. In other
words, administrators can do mansetlings to obstruct dr enhance
classroom instruction, but they cannot directly control it. All of the
things that administrators do are at least one step removed from the
critical face-to-face transaction between teacher and Student.9

Think for a moment about the individual teachers role in the
320(d) program. Word comes to the teacher from a variety of
sourcesstate and local school administration, parents, newspapers-
that something needs to be done to improve reading and matb-Skills-.=
The teacher searches his or her experience for clues as to the accuracy
of this conclusion, and forms a positive or negative attitude toward It
The district then formulates a program in response to the 320(d)
legislation and guidelines; maybe teachers are involved in formulating
the program, maybe not Teachers will judge the net effect of the pro-
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gram by whether it enhances or obstructs the instructional process in
the classroom: Training, special materials, and advice on classroom
organization can be deliiTred to teachers as part of the-implementation
process, butif these things are not translated into tangible classroom
behavior and if that behavior does not contribtite to the teacher's sense
of control over his or her own classroom, the program isa diversion of
resources and a waste of teachers' time.

Teachers receive a variety of signals about what to do in the
classroom. In additionio the signals they receive from the 320(d) pro-
gram about reading and math skills, they hear about their responsibility
for teaching democratic values, discipline, the free enterprise system,
health and nutrition, career choice, and the history of western civiliza-
tion, to mention but a few topics-. It is the teachers' responsibility to turn
these signals into a well-organized strategy of instruction that responds
to the range of skillS and abilities they find among studenti in the
classroom' In short, teachers will make most of the important discre-
tionary choices in the implementation of the 320(d) program.

If school district administrators are smart, they will recognize this
fact and design their implementation strategy around maximizing the
individual teacher's control of the instructional process. But to do this,
they like the chair, the commissioner, and the program director, must
recognize the difference between compliance and capacity. Teachers
can be required to perform certain activitiesattend training sessions,
develop instructional goals, use certain materialsbut the perfor-
mance of these activities does not assure success. In fact, if 'it diverts
too much attention away from the classroom, it will virtually guarantee
failure. So the essential problem for local school administrators is how
to dired teachers attentto to the basic skills problem and then provide
the resources to respond to the problem in a way that acknowledges
teacher control.

Another important feature of the teacher's role is that teachers
work in a physically isolated environment, the classroom, with little op-
portunity for routine interaction with other teachers. Yet when
teachers are asked where they get most of their ideas for new instruc-
tional practices, they reply that they rely mainly on other teachers
This suggests that the way to reach teachers is to put them in touch
with other teachers. not to have administrators tell them what to do.

ij
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Inefficiency, Redundancy and Protecting
the IttEpt

Back away.from tmiZe specifics of the 320(d) progqini-for,a moment
and think about the general features of the system we have been
describing. The system is bottom heavy and loosely coupied.111t is bot
tom hervy because the closer we get to the bottom of the pyramid, the

oser we get to the factors that have the greateit effect on the 'pro:
successor failure. The system Is loosely coupled because the

ability of one level to contiol the behavior of another is weak and large-
ly negative. This .characterization is true, in varying degrees, of all the
relationships examined thus far: the Chair's ability to control the corn-
misiloner, the commissioner's ability to control the director, the direc-
tor's ability to control local school administrators,, and the, local school
administrator's ability,to control. teachers. The skillful use of delegated
control is central to making implementation work in bottom-heavy,
loosely-coupled systems. When it beeornes necessary to rely mainly on
hierarchical control, replation, and compliance to achieve results, thecompliance
game is essentially lost. Moving from delegated control to hierarchical
control means moving from reliance on existig capacity, ingenuity,-
and judgment to reliance on rules, surveillanceand enforcement pro-
cedures, Regulation increases complexity and invites subversion; it
diverts attention from accomplishing the task to understanding and
manipulating rules.

Two criticisms are commonly levelled at bottom-heavy, loosely-
coupled systems: They are Inefficient, and they protect Incompetence.
Inefficiency, the critics argue, stems from redundancy. Too many peo-
ple making autonomous choices, with no rational division of labor,
results in overlap, duplication, and a general confusion of functions. In
the 320(d) program, the critics would argue that it is absurd to think of
each teacher essentially inventing, his or her own reading and math
curriculum; the inefficiencies would be enormous. It Would be much
More sensible to develop a few model curriculums from the best
available sources and train teachers in how to use them..

Likewise the critics argue, not everyone can be trustbd to exercise
autonomy in the correct way,..- lack of central control allows pockets of
incompetence to develop i and remain essentially immune from
discovery. Some teachers and administrators are simply incapable of
performing adequately without close supervision. To the extent that
bottom-heavy, loosely-coupled systems protect the inept, they rein-
force inefficiency.
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These Critidsms point to simple, straightforward solutions. We
should streamline .administrative structures, eliminating -overlap and
duplication, tightening coordination and control. We should hold peo-
ple accountable for the results they produce, stating clear performance
standards and regularly evaluating them.

Proposals of the above type stem from a set of assumptions about
the operaticin otcomplex-administrative structures that do not stand up
in the face of accumulating evidence. First, take the notion that redun-
dant systems are inefficient and streamlined systems are efficient.22 Do
we say that a commercial aircrakwith a triple-redundant landing gear
system is inefficient? Of course not Redundancy Is a powerfully effi-
dent device for increasing the reliability and safety of the aircraft.
-Would we say that a house wired Th series is more efficient than one
wired in parallel? Series wiring uses roughly half the amount of wiring
material, but the result is that each connection is wholely dependent on
the preceding one for its electrical current. In contrast, parallel wiring
allows each connection, to function independently of others. Thus,

-redundancy dramatically increases the reliability, of an electrical system
at a relatively modest additional cost. To say that redundant systems
are inefficient Is not only superficial but largely false.

Tightly-coupled, highly-centralized administrative structures' are
like houses wired in series; there is so little redundancy that the failure
of one unit means the collapse of the whole system. If the organiza-
tion's task is relatively simple, say brickmakirig, the system's failure is of
little consequence and can be remedied easily. But if the task is com-
plex, like the implementation (of the 320(d) prbgram, the absence of
redundancy can be disastrous; a small failure anywhere in the system
can disrupt a long, interdependent line of relationships, creating confu-
sion and disorder. Bottom-heavy, loosely-coupled systems are difficult
to administer, but they are extraordinarily rich and robust because they
are redundant. The more complex the task, the more important
redUndancy is to the efficient accomplishment of the task.

Furthermore, most of the redundancies that we observe in the im-
plementation of policy are the result of deliberate political choices. The
division of authority between Federal, state, and local government is
highly redundant; these relations are characterized by enormous
overlap of functions, continual dispute over the proper boundaries of
authority, and a high level of ambiguity over who is responsible for
what function. The complexity of these relations makes implementa-
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lion difficult; but a more streamlined, rationalized system wd'uld not
necessarily be more effective.- Existing jurisdictional boundaries; in ef-
fect, protect us against too heavy a reliance on the competence or in-
competence of any single level of government. The political genius of
federalism sterns from its skillful reliance on redundancy.

Returning to the 320(d) example, the redundancy of delegated
control can bet seen as fail-safe device: The more responsibility is
devolved toward the bottom of the system, the greater the number of
people who will be actively involved in searching for a solution to the
reading and math problem, and the higher the likelihood that more ef-
fective programs will be designed and implemented at_the local level..
The more responsibility is centralized, the more people will rely on
direction from above, and as a result, fewer people will be actively
engaged in searching for solutions to the problem. Moreover, hierar.
chical control puts the responsibility for finding solutions to the. reading
and math problem in the hands of those who are least likely to discover
themadminstrators. Alert administrators understand that delegated
control and redundancy are an important form of insurance against
organizational failure.

But what about the argument that bottom-heavy, loosely_ -coupled
systems protect the incompetent? There is no question that errors are
more visible in tightly-coupled, centralized systems. What could be
more visible than one individual or one unit of an organization bringing
the entire system to a grinding halt? The more redundant the system,
the more difficult it is to find ineffective parts because errors are less
visible. But suppose our purpose was not to ferret out and penalize in-
competence as much as it was to improve the overall performance of
the system.lf we define our purpose this way, redundancy becomes a
powerful asset rather than a liability_ . Instead of investing organizational
resources in making errors more visiblethat is, in constructing ac-

, countability systemswe can invest them in increasing the exchange
of information about more and less-effective practices. The informa-
tion would then be accessible to everyone, competents and in-
competents alike. This does not insure that the people who need the
information most will get It But it does at least play to the strength a
bottom-heavy, loosely-coupled systems: they are extraordinarily rich
in specific information about essential tasks. We can then say that the
responsibility of administrators is not to ferret out ind penalize in-
competents. but rather to devise ingenious ways of putting information
and experiences that will improve their performance in the path of in-
competents.
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Research on the ,implementation of new educational programs
consistently, finds that peer relationshipsteachers training teachers,
teachers working jointly on the development of materials, and so
forthare strongly related to success of implementation and continua-
tion of programs, It has also been found that implementation and con-
tinuation are strongly related to the 'individual teacher's sense of ef-
ficacy and control in the classroom." Administrative actions that are
designed to increase the density of, interaction at the delivery level,
rather than increase the dependence of the delivery level on hierar
chical control, are More likely to have a positive effect. Furthermore,
such actions capitalize on the most prominent attribute of complex
systems, their redundancy.

Where does this leave the chair, the commissioner, and the'pro-
gram director? It seemingly leaves them in a very diffibultAosition. To
the extent that they acknowledge that they are operating in-a bottom
heavy, loosely-coupled system, there appears to be little for them to
do. The standard devices of administrative controlregulation,
streamlining, accountabilityappear to have limited or perverse ef-
fects. We seem to have relegated policymakers to helpless and large-
ly peripheral role in the implementation of the 320(d) program.

The situation is actually quite the Contrary. What we have done is
to pare away the easy, superficial solutions to implementation prob-_
!ems and focus on the more difficult, challenging ones. Legislators
and high-level administrators have a significant role in these solutions,
but that role requires them to adopt a somewhat different.view of the
process than the one they conventionally hold. Recall that we opened
the discussion of bottom-heavy, loosely-coupled systems by flipping
the system on its head and asking what we needed to know about the
delivery level in order to make intelligent policy decisions." With some
elaboration, this is exactly the process of reasoning that legislators and
high-level administrators can use to affeCt implementation.

Backward Mapping

People at the top of the system tend to think of themselves as in-
itiat rs of the implementation process; for them, implementation con-
sists of a series of actions emanating from the top and reaching to the
bottom. Suppose, for purposes of discussion, we simply reverse This
logic. Begin with the assumption that implementation be fqins at the bot-
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torn, not at the top's At first this sounds like nonsense. It upsets our
whole notion of the relationship between policymaking_ and ad-
ministration. But with a little thought it turns out not to be such an alien
idea.

It is clear that the success of policy depends heavily on the capac-
ity of people at the delivery level. This is true in two senses. First, many
policies originate with perceived failures of _the delivery system. The
320(d) program was based on the perceived inability of 'schools to
teach reading and math adequately. Second, __even those policies that

-do not originate with delivery system problems require some form of
organizafion to implement them. Eventually all policies require some
form of organization, and that organization constrains and determines;
in certain important wayt, how the policy will be implemented.
Understanding, what is gogd policy depends, to some degree, on
understanding the mechanismfor its implementation. We might even
say that we do not clearly understand what a policy should be until we
have thought about how it will be implemented. This kind of reasoning
tracks with the commonsense intuition of legislators and high-level ad-
mtnistators, The smart policymaker will say early in any discussion of a
new policy, "Before we go too far with this idea, can ydu tell,rne what it
will look like in practice" This is often an embarrassing question that
sends staff scurrying back to the drawingboard, because, as they begin
to describe what the idea will look like in practice, they discover that it
was not a very good idea to start with.

So it is not nonsensical to say thai, in some ways, implementation
begins at the bottom of the system. If a policy does not make sense at
the delivery level, it is not going to make sense at the top of the system.

How, then, can policymak s protect themselves against ideas
that make no sense at the delivery evel? One way is by using a form of
reasoning called "backward mappi ."'6 Instead of beginning at the
top of the system with a new policy and reasoning through a series of
actions required to implement it, begin at the bottom of the system,
with the 'most concrete set of actions, and reason backward to the
policy. In the case of the 320(d) program, the reasoning process might
look something like this:

What is the problem? Poor performance by children on standar-
dized measures of reading and math skills.

*Where do we attack the problem? In the classroom.
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What has to happen in the classroom to improve reading and
math performance? Teachers: more instructional tine on reading
and math, better instructional skills, Materials closely related to
the teacher's strategy and style of instructon,. access to other
teachers confronted with the same problem. Students: motivation
to Master the content, reward for learning.

What can the local school system do to increase_ the likelihood
that these things will happen in the clossroon*Remove conflic-
ting instructional requirements, provide access to training for
teachers, provide resources (released time, extra compensation,
production of materials, etc.) for teachers to develop reading and
math instruction, identify students with the greatest need, com-
municate program to parents.

eWhat can the state education department do to increase the
likelihood that these things will happen in local districts? Remove
conflicting policy requirements (with legislative concurrence),
transfer information on unusually successful practices from one
setting to another, assure fiscal responsibility of local districti"
receiving state support tor basic skills programs.

What can the legislature do to increase the likelihood that the
state education department and local school districts will suc-
cessfully address the basic skills problem? Remove conflicting
policy requirements, authorize and appropriate funds, establish
rules of fiscal responsibility, establish basic elements of program
design: classroom as the basic delivery unit, local district support
for teacher-produced curriculum, state support for transfer of
unusually successful practices.

This is a very crude version of backward mapping, but it demon-
strates how closely the reasoning process accords with commonsense
intuitions about policy implementation. It simply formalizes the thinking
that follows from the question, "What will this idea look like in prac-
tice?"

But it also forces an analytic structure on discussions of implemen-
tation: Begin with a definition of the problem, define the delivery-level
unit with the greatest effect on the problem, describe what needs- to
happen in that unit to solve'the problem, then describe. for each suc-
cessive level above that unit what needs to be done to support activity
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at the delivery level. Notice that the procesS of reasoning is driveninot
by the policyrnakees limited understanding of the problem, but by the
mobilization of delivery-level expertise." Policymakers do not have to
pretend; as they so often -do;that they know how to solve the problem.
But they do have to understand Where in the system to focus the
resources necessary for solving the problem. The role of policymakers
Is far from marginal. They are responsible for finding the critical trans-
actions in the system and for ensuring that the largest proportion of
resources reaches them.

Control has a new meaning if we take this point of view. The abil-
ity of one level of the system to_ control the behavior of the net is no
longer the central issue. Instead, we. are thinking of where to locate the
maximum amount of delegated control, how to get resources into the
hOcli of those who exercise it and what forms of organization
enhance the likelihood of success at the delivery level. Control -exer-
cised in this way minimizes investment in surveillance and maximizes
investment in the capacity to exercise discretionary choices that directly
affect quality of service. In this sense, delegated control is more eft-
dent than hierarchical control.

Another way of thinking about this strategy of control is in terms of
a contract between policymakers and service deliverers. Contracts turn
liabilities into assets: each party to a contract lacks something that the
other possesses. The contract allows each to capitalize on the assets of
the other. Legislators and high-level administrators can make decisions
that have systemwide effects. If they are skillful and clever, they can
use their breadth of understanding to shift resources from one part of
the system to another. But legislators and administrators cannot pre-
tend to understand, in anything other than a superficial way_ , what
makes the system work at the delivery level.

Moving down the delivery system from top to bottom, you make
important trade-offs. You trade breadth of understanding for depth,
and you trade the ability to make large allocation decisions for the abil-
ity to make small, but very significant, delivery-level choices. Delivery-
level choices are very complex. The information needed to improve
delivery-level performance is dense, specific, and situational. It is not
the sort of information that can be easily understood and assimilated by
people at the top of the system. But policymakers rely very heavily on
performance at the delivery level for their own success



So we have the makings of a very strong contract. Legislators and
agency heads cannot teach reading. Teachers cannot increase the
amount of money the-government spends on reading instruction. But
policymakers can tradebargainresources for increased attention to
reading instruction and for information on the effects of that attentiop.
And teachers can trade 'delivery-level performance for increased
resources and the ability to make discretionary choices. This bargain is
a two-way affair, inherently different from hierarchical c_ontrol. A con-
tract is not an instrument of coercion. Rather, it is an efficient instru-
rnent for harnessing delegated control to pliancy objectives.

How would all this look in practice7Suppose there has been a full
authorization cycle of the 320(d) program, and it is now time for the
legislature to consider whether the program should be renewed and
what changes should be made if it is renewed. The commissioner and
the director have prepared a package of legislative amendments for
which they would like the Education Committee's endorsement. These
amendments. include authority for:

'The State Department of Education to make grants to groups of
teachers for curriculum development;

',Teachers to contract, independently of the school system, for in-
service training with state support;

0Local'school districts to contract with other school syste s for th.e
transfet of exemplary practices; and

'The state department to identify and disseminate information on
exemplary practices

In addition, the commissioner and director have.prepared some
administrative regulations that do not require new legislative authority.
They have forwarded the regulations to the Education Committee for
review and comment. These include:

*A limit of 20 percent on 320(d) funds that can be used by local
districts for activities not directly related to classroom instruction
(instructional activities are defihed as materials, teacher training,
and released time for training); and

,A requirement that local districts make available for-public corn-
4,I
t
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ment criteria for selection of children for special instruction using
320(d) funds.

The following exchange explores the rationale for these amend-
ments and regulations.

Chair. I've reviewed your proposed changes for the 320(d)
program, and I have a number of questions to ask you. The
best place to start, I think, is with the basic question* how
you expect these proposals to affect the performance of the
individual student in the classroom. Commissioner?

Commissioner. The 320(d) program rises or falls on the
quality of instruction in classrooms. We're not certain, and
we probably never will be, what creates a productive level of
interaction between teacher and student. Its not so impor-
tant that we know, but it's very important that teachers
know. So the department has deliberately settled on a
strategy of putting resources where they are most likely to af-
fect quality of instcuction; this means putting them largely in
the hands of teachers. We expect that by focusing teachers'
attention on the problem of instruction in reading and math,
and by increasing interaction among teachers on this sub-
ject, we will enhance their ability to respond to individual
students with reading and math problems. We don't expect
to generate a few "big solutions" to these problems, but we
do expect to increase the level of attention focused on the
problems at the classroom level.

Chair. Director?

Director. You'll recall that our interim review of the pro-
gram showed a positive relationOlip betWeen teacher in.
volvement in curriculum-building and changes in classroom
practice. We intend to test whether' this relationship holds
over the long run. In order to test it, we've got to increase
the level of activity at the classroom level and create more
opportunities for teachers to interact on curriculum matters.
We're betting that this will have a payoff for studdnts with
reading and math problems.

Chair. We've heard testimony from a number of people
who don't share your view. Yesterday we heard from the



Council of Local School Administrators. Their represen-
tative said that the proposals "make the job of districtwide
coordination of reading and math instruction more difficult"
and that they "constitute a direct intervention by the state in
local school affairs. We also heard from a local superinten-
dent who said that the proposals are "a direct attempt to
undermine the chain of command in school district ad-
ministration. Don't these people have a point? Aren't you
short-circuiting qt, lot of administrative relationships by in-
creasing the control of teachers over program resources?

Director. I think it's important to put our recommendations
in the context of the whole program. The school system is
still the administering agency for the 320(d) program at the
local level. Local school systems are responsible for selecting
and assigning teachers and for designing the local program.
We've taken extra care to give local districts maximum flex-
ibility in administering program funds. We haven't required
them to select or assign students who receive 320(d) benefits
in a certain way; we've simply said they should publicize
their criteria for selection. We've only resorted to explicit
regulations where we have found that local practices
sometimes keep funds from reaching teachers and students.
Our proposal to limit noninstructional expenditures to 20
percent is designed to limit the amount of money local
districts can use to support administrators who have no
direct instructional role. For districts that have taken the task
of improving classroom -instruction seriously, this require
ment poses no particular difficulty.

We view the proposals for support of teacher-initiated cur
riculum development and training not as an intervention in
local district decisions but as a direct investment in activity
that is likely to improve the quality of instruction_ All we've
done is to assure that some fraction of Program funds is
available for problem-solving and information- sharing at the
delivery level, where the need is greatest. if increasing
teachers' access to practical information threatens district-
wide coordination or supervisory relationships, then it
seems to me the district has a problem that goes beyond the
320(d) prograin. We don't expect teacher-initiated projects
to cause problems in districts t have a strong commitment
to the support of classroom ruction.



Chair. Don't the proposals create a lot of overlap and con.
fusion at the local level, though? If everything works as plan-
ned, there will probably be district-sponsored training of
teachers, training initiated by teachers themselves, and train-
ing that results from cross-district exchanges of information
about successful practices. Isn't there a more efficient way of
getting at the problem?

Director. If you mean, "Is there a simpler way to deliver
training?," I think the answer

in
"Yes." We could locate all

the responsibility for training in One place, with the state or
with local districts. But this would restrict the number of
possibilities for exchanging information and locate respon-
sibility in the hands of people who don't necessarily under-
stand the problems at the classroom level. We think the
payoff is likely to be greater if we increase the frequency of
contact among those closest to the problem, providing them
with a lot of options for access to information. If we increase
the likelihood of successful classroom programs, then the
strategy isIT't necessarily inefficient.

Commissioner. As a matter of policy, I'm uncomfortable
with the idea of locating sole responsibility for training in the
hands of any single authority. It doesn't seem to me a good
way to increase the inventive ability that is applied to a prob-
lem. I'm more interested in ways of capitalizing on diversity
rather than controlling it.

Chair. The committee has alsd heard testimony from the
Children's Advocacy Group that is somewhat critical of your
proposals. They've said, "The department stops short of us-
ing its full regulatory authority to assure that the neediest
children get the greatest access to 320(d) funds." Your pro-
posals don't seem to speak to this issue, do they, Commis-
sioner?

Commissioner. We're faced with a fairly difficult choice
here. As I see it, we've got to decide whether to define the
department's role primarily in regulatory terms or primarily
in terms of enhancing local capacity. I've said a number of
times that I prefer the latter. But issues like the one raised by
the Children's Advocacy Group make my position difficult
to argue. We've thought a great deal about whether we want
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to use the department's regulatory power to require local
districts to select students for the 320(d) program in a certain
way. We've decided that we're not in favor of it for two
reasons. First, we think our resources are better used in ac-
tivities that affect the quality of local programs rather than in
those that assure local compliance with state guidelines.
Second, we don't feel confident deciding how students
should be selected, and we're more comfortable leaving that
decision in the hands of local districts. .56 we've settled on a
fairly straightforward requirement that districts should
publicize their selection ,criteria. That at least gives local
groups a chance to Influence the local district's decision,

Chair. Thank you. We'll look carefully at your proposals.

This exchange demonstrates the essential logic of backward map-
ping. The chair's first concern is the effect of department proposals at
the delivery level. Then, using previous testimony of school ad-
ministrators and advocacy groups, the chair backs through to consider
the administrative consequences of the department's proposals at the
local and state levels. This approach means that the discussion will
center on delivery-level problems rather than on the competing claims
of rival bureaucracies. The chair, given the committee's responsibility
to weigh competing political claims, may well reject the depaiiment's
proposals on essentially political grounds. But the logic of the chair's
questioning shows sensitivity to the delivery-level effects of political
choices.

For their part, the commissioner and the 320(d) director have
made a number of strategic choices in assembling their package of pro-
posals. They have decided to bet that shifting resources toward the
delivery level arA increasing interaction among teachers at that level,
even when this results in redundancy and overlap, will increase the
likelihood that the program will affect students. They have decided to
minimize the department's regulatory role and to focus regulatory at-
tention only on those matters in which it is relatively easy to determine
compliance. The 20 percent requirement can be enforced simply by
checking local applications for funds against expenditure reports filed
by local districts. On the sensitive issue of how students should be
selected for attention, they have decided to rely on local politics.

The strategy is far from foolproof. There is no guarantee that
teachers will capitalize on the availability of funds for training and
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curriculum-building. Local district will, no doubt, invent ingenious
ways of asserting control over teacher-initiated projects. Where districts
are given wide latitude by the department, there will be failures as well
as successes. And the department's ability to initiate exchange relation-
ships between weak districts and strong ones will depend on its
cleverness and diplomacy. But, despite the obvious problems, the ma-
jor strength of the strategy lies in the fact that it is predicated on the
principle of increasing capacity'at the delivery level. If the strategy fails
to do that then it needs to be revised.

Conclusion
Complexity can work both for and against successful implementa-

tion. When complexity results frorn hierarchical control within
organizations and -across levels of government, it diverts resources
from problem-solving and focuses them on surveillance and com-
pliance, it increases the number of steps required to translate a policy
into action, and it constrains the inventive capacity of delivery-level
personnel. In this sense, hierarchical control reduces the likelihood that
policies will result in delivery-level effects. But delegated control allows
policymakers to capitalize on complexity at the delivery level, using it
ash source of ideas for increasing the capacity to deliver services. Out
of delivery-level complexity grows variability in the way implementors
respond to policy. Variability, far from being a threat to successful im-
plementation, produces valuable information about more and less suc-
cessful practices. If some mechanism exists for capitalizing on variability
at the delivery level, then complexity operates to raise the level of
knowledge required for successful implementation.

Out of this basic understanding of complexity and control come a
few prescriptions for how legislators and administrators can deal effec-
tively with implementation problems:

Distinguish between compliance and capacity. There, is a critical
difference between the ability or willingness of implementors to
comply with rules and `their capacity to successfully deliver a ser-
vice, Implementation depends more on capacity than it does on
compliance. A large part of the skill required to solve implemen-
tation problems depends on the ability of policymakers to deter-
mine where compliance is required and where success depends
on enhancing delegated control.
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Distinguish between implementation variations that result from a
failure to comply with basic regulations and those that result from
4.4ferences in capacity. The two sources of variation require com-
pletely different responses. Variability, in and of itself, does not
prove either the success or failure of implementation. The portion
of variability that results from a failure to comply with basic regula-
tions can be addressed with surveillance and enforcement. But
variability that results from differences among implementors in
their ability to define and solve delivery problems is a major
resource in improving delivery-level performance. If Policy-
makers view all variability as suspect, they not only increase the
complexity of their regulatory task, they also eliminate the main
source of ideas for successful implementation.

Fie,y /late only those activities for which it is possible to specify a
clear standard of performance and which constitute minimum
prior conditions for successful implementation. If a certain pro-
portion of a local project's budget is not spent on activities directly
related to the delivery of services, one can say.that some defensi-
ble minimum condition for successful implementation has not
been met. The more vague the standard of performance, the
greater the effort required to enforce the standard, and the
likely that resources will be targeted at the delivery level. Stan-
dards that go beyond minimum conditions of successful .im-
plementation effectively put decisionmaking responsibility in the
hands of pe6ple with limited knowledge of delivery-level prob-
lems.

Focus resources as close as possible to the point of delivery.
Policies designed to improve the delivery of services depend
heavily on discretionary choices at the delivery level. To have
maximum effect, resources have to flow primarily to those points
in the delivery system where they are most likely to affect discre-
tionary choices. The farther away from the point of delivery, the
less the likelihood that resources will affect the capacity to deliver,
and the greater the complexity of the administrative mechanism
required to move resources. The practical effect of this strategy is
to increase the complexity of interaction among those closest to
the delivery level and to decrease the complexity of mechanisms
designed to control their behavior from above.

Evaluate policy alternatives by mapping backwards from the point
of delivery to the point where policy decisions are made. If



delivery-level performance is the basil, determinant of successful
implenientation, -then consideration of policies ought to start with
their delivery-level effect. Begin with a statement of the problem
to which the policy is addressed, define the delivery-level unit
with the greatest effect on the problem, describe what needs to
happen in that unit to solve the problem, and then -describe for
each successive level above that unit what needs to be done to
support activity at the delivery level.



NOTES
This paper was written for the School Management and Organization
Studies Team at the National Institute of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. It will be followed by another paper,
"Complexity and Control: Theory and Action in Policy Implementa-
tion," which gives a more detailed presentation of the difficult
theoretical issues raised here. Special thanks to Marc Tucker and Frig
Mulhauser of NIE for initialing the paper and for their kind support and
patience while it was being written. Thanks also to Walter Williams, my
colleague at the Institute of Governmental Research, for his assistance
in editing and circulating an earlier version. During my work on the
paper, I was also engaged, with Milbrey McLaughlin of the Rand Cor-
poration, in a study of state education agencies. The paper shows the'
influence of our extended conversations about that project, and I am in-
debted to her for her help in framing'a number 'of Ideas. Useful and
detailed comments on an earlier draft were given by Chris Argyris,
Robert Levine, Jerry Murphy, Alan Rosenthal, and Don Sloma, all of
whom have grappled with the problerris discussed here, both as practi-
tioners and researchers. The paper also benefited from a discussion, in
May 1979, with NIE's Study Group for Research on Law and Govein-
ment in Education. Thanks go to members of the committee and to Don
Burnes', head of the Legal and Governmental Studies Team for their
useful critical comments. The epigraph is from Rufus E. Miles, Jr.,
Awakening from the American Dream: The Social and Political Limits
to Growth (New York: Universe Books, 1976), 170.

2. Webster's dictionary says that something is complex if it "is made up of
many elaborately, interrelated Or interconnected parts, so that much
study or knowledge is needed to understand or operate it." Herbert
Simon describes a complex system (circularly) as "one made up of a
large number of parts that interact In a non-simple way," adding that
"given the properties of the parts and the laws of their interaction it is
not a trivial matter to infer the properties of the whole." [Herbert Simon,
"The Architecture of Complexity,- in Joseph Litterer, ed., Organize-
lions: Systems, Control, and Adaptation (New York: Wiley, 1969, 2d
ed.), 99.] Todd LaPorte argues that "the degree of complexity of
organized social systems... is a function of the number of system com-
ponents..., the relative differentiation or variety of these com-
ponents..., and the degfee of interdependence among these com-
ponents." ' Fodd LaPorte, "Organized Social, Complexity: Explication
of a Concept," in LaPorte, ed., Organized Social Complexity
(Princeton: .Princeton University Press, 1975), 6.] Related sources on
the meaning of complexity are: Ronald Brunner and Garry Brewer,
Organized Complexity: Empirical Theories of Political Development
(New York: Free Press, 1971), and Paul Lawrence and Jay Lorsch,
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"Differentiation and Integration in Complex Organizations," Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 12 (1967), 147.

3. For more detailed discussions of the meaning of iMplementation
analysis see: Paul Berman, "The Study of Macro- and Micro-
Implementation," Public Policy, Vol. 28 (1978), 157-184; and Walter
Williams, "Implementation Analysis and Assessment," in Walter
Williams and Richard Elmore, eds., Social Program Implementation
(New York: Academic Press, 1976), 267-292.

4. For a fuller treatment of the regulatory view of implementation see:
Francine Rabinovitz, Jeffrey Pressman, and Martin Rein, "Guidelines:
A Plethora of Forms, Authors, and Functions," Policy Sciences, Vol. 7
(1976), 399416, and the accompanying articles in that number of the
journal- The growing anti-regulation literature includes: James Q.
Wilson and Patricia Rachel, Can Government Regulate Itself?" Public
Interest, No 46 (Winter 1977), 3-14; Eugene Bardach and Lucian
Pugliaresi, "The EnVironmental Impact Statement vs. The Real World,"
ibid., No. 49 (Fall 1977), 22-38; and Albert Nichols and Richard
Zeckhauser, "Government Comes to the Workplace: An Assessment of
OSHA," ibid., 39-69.

The following discussion is adapted from Pressman's and Wildaysky's
analysis of "The Complexity of Joint Action" in Jeffrey Pressman and
Aaron Wildaysky, Implementation (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1973), 87-124.

6. The following discussion is adapted from Eugene Bardach, The Im-
plementation Game (Cambridge, Mass MIT Press, 1977), 65-177.

This was an actual finding of the Rand Corporation's study of federally-
mandated education programs. See Mllbrey McLaughlin, "Implemen-
tation as Mutual Adaptation: Change in Classroom Organization," in
Williams and Elmore, eds., Social Program Implementation (New
York: Academic Press, 1976), 167-180.
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